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The CHAna-I/xIj (Brazil) (translatiQ]tl from French) s I declare open the one 
hundred and twenty^-first meeting of the Conference of the Eight e en-Nat ion Goii^mittee 
on Di3^ur'mGment^ 

I ask leave of the Committee to make a brief statement in my capacity, as 
representative of Brazilc 

The first phase of our ^^rork in 1963^ whj.ch vjs.s completed before the Easter 
holidays;, vras unfortunately not calculated to raise the hopes of the world regarding 
the progress of our disarmament negotiationSo The interim report adopted by the 
Committee (aroc/83) stands undoubtedly •— in the economy of its style and in the. 
dryness of its vjording — as an admission of deadlock and even of complete failure 
/vTid it was so interpreted by the v/orld Press* The only collateral measure on vvnich 
agreement was expressed^ namely^ the establishment of direct communications between 
the Governments of Vfeshington and Moscow^ was not mentioned in the reports because 
apparently even on that point agreement was not firm enough. 

The real truth is that the positions of the tv/o blocs have hardened;, political 
divisions have deepened^ and speeches on both sides — despite the speakers^ skill 
have merely bogged us doi^m further in questions of prestige^ vri_th no attempt to treat 
the problems before us in a truly scientific and diplomiatic wayo 

As things stand today^ the Brazilian delegation can see in this Conference no 
genu5_ne promise of an early prospect of real negotiations or of putting new life into 
our v7ork Iri a constructive sensop The Brazilian delegation even ivonders if the deci sir 
to resume our m.eetings in such an atm^osphere of impotence and confusion was really ^^ 

i-d.se one. 

My delegation nevertheless considers the. resi:iraption of our proceedings to mecan. 
that most other delegations have come to the conclusion that some immediate progress 
may still be anticipatedc We respect and are gratified at their" sentiments; but .at 
the same time we think that the negotiations resumed today must be treated in a new 
spirit by the parties* In that connexion the Brazilian delegation wishes to take 
its stand on that admirable dociment the encyclical " Pacem in Terris ^^ of His Holiness 
John XXIII ;» which appeared so opportunely at a time "vjhen our recess gave us leisure 
for serious meditation o 

It is not because I belong to the Romian Church that I^ as representative of 
■ Brazil^ urge upon ray colleajr^ues the strong >,'ords on dis.armr>jTient contained in the 



MD0/Pva21 
6 
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encyclical o I do so as a man of goodid.ll seriously iv^.rried by the crucial problem 
of our tim.e^ since for the fii^st time in the age-old history of my Church the Holy 
Father has appealed to all men without distinction of religion or philosophy. 

Pope John XXIII has acquired incomparable authority in our troubled century by 
his noble personal qualities and. the spiritual pre-eminence of his functions* While 
never swerving from the strict lines of his ministry^ the Holy Father has^, through 
long experience^, courage^ breadth of mind and simplicity^ assumed the mantle of a 
real mediator between the ideological and political differences of our tifneo With 
no army or ifeapons of mass destruction at his disposal ;, x^ith no.economdc power^ or 
technology or science^ or political prestige^ or that aura of glory or material 
power that hypnotizes the crowd^ the gentle old maji of the Vatican draws the trust 
and hopes of the v/orld by pricking the conscience of the gi-eat v/ith simple truths 
in sinple terms* He says v;hat everyone is thinking^ outside certain government 
coTjincils^ certain staff headquarters^ certain political assemblies or certain 
labor at ..)ries v^ere the destruction of world peace is being carefull3- devised* 

The Holy Father^ in a quiet voice that is yet loud enough to reach hundreds of 
mdllions of homes;> sick beds a,nd babies^ cradles^, speaks of the anguish and the hopes 
■v^ich apparently have still not broken down the barriers of mistrust^ pride^ ajnbition 
and fear. The Holy Father speaks of the future to the living and condemns those who 
wish by an all-embracing death to put out the light of that future for ever. His. 
thoughts are simple^ because the vast, truth which they announce is sim.p].e too. He 
tells us that vrithout disarmiai/ient there will be no peaco^, and that the idea of 
security founded on a. balance of ever-gro^djig dest3ructive forces is a mad idea. He 
shows us that the ideal of peace in security can only be attained by the growth of 
trusty by the cessation of nuclear tests for military purposes^ and by real 
disarmament under effective control,. He reminds us that the only solution to the 
basic ideologica,l contradiction dividing the -world today lies in an international 
body vri-th strengthened means of. action operating according to the principles of law 
and the rules of justice o 

These ideas are toda,y shared by the over^.tielming m.ajority of human beings^ ^o 
in terror and- impotence watch the waste of economic and scientific resources on the 
folly of armaments^ while most human beings by far stagnate in ignorance and poverty. 
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I thank the Committee for its attention and novj- resume, my duty as Chairman of 
todays s meetings 

Sir Paul I-L'^iSO N (United Kingdom); As I have the privilege of being the first 
member of the Conference to speak after you this morning^ Mr« Chairman^ perhaps I 
m.ay begin by saying that I have listened with close attention to the eloquent words 
with -1'M.ch you have reopened our discussions after our week-end recess^ 

It is unnecessary for me to say that the United Kingdom shares to the full the 
deep disappointment felt all around this table at the lack of progress in our 
discussions up to last week, I thin): that that disappointment can only serve as a 
spur to us all to try to renew our efforts to reach agreement on the very large 
number of issues which we have to discuss* 

You quoted the eloquent vjords of Kis Holiness the Pope in his encyclical of 
last week^ and mentioned how grea.tly his v/ords reflect the views of the whole world 
in its desire to reach agreement on these issues vital to mankind* If I may say so, 
respectfully, Mr. Chairman, I think that v/e here can best contribute by engaging in 
real negotiation and discussion of the important issues facing us^ By that I m.ean 
taking advantage of every possible opportimity for discussion, for true exchange, 
wiiich means, to my mind, the putting of questions .and the eliciting of replies — in 
short, taking every possible step open to us to malce sure that our efforts here are 
not m.erely a series ox sterile exchanges, but do produce proper negotiations thereby 
contributing to real and lasting results^ 

VJith that preface perhaps I may now turn to the question "vdiich, by the agreement 
of our co-'Chairmen, (ENDC/P ^7,103, Po34) Is normally set for discussion at our 
Wednesday meetings, that is, general and complete disarmaments 

Before we separated on Wednesday last.- .foiv our Easter week-end my leader, 
Mro Godber, gave our Soviet colleague a list of seven recent or fairly recent 
discussions in the Conference -on items 5(b) and 5(c) of our agreed agenda (EiMDC/l, Add<,3) 
which he suggested Mr, Tsarapldin might do well to consult in order that he might: 
''o^» consider I'riiether he caxi honestly continue to argue that he has 
fully or even adequately responded to the many requests for clarification 
put forward not only by Western delegations but also by those of the 
non-aligned States represented hereo'^ ( 51:\[DC/PVel20, p^l5 ) 
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( Sir Paul Mason, United Kingdom ) 

The clarifications required aro^ ci course^ clarificc-tions of the proposal 
(A/PV^.1127 (provisional);, p.3S-40) made by Kw^ Gronyko as long ago as last September^ 
which still have n^t been fully or even adequately elucidated* I express the hope 
that^ while not denying hinself a fair measure of \;eekend s^jnehine^' our Soviet 
colleague has done his holiday task and is now ready with the ansvrers — but I must 
say that I ejq)ress that hope without any undue conviction^ in the light of his 
response at our last meeting, 

I might perhaps reinind rny colleagues thp.t^, although Mr. Ts^.rapkin spoke then at 
some length about tiro Gromyko^s proposal (EiE)C/PV,120^ p«3S et seqo)^ he once a.gain 
said nothing newo He repeated the old argument that the Western Pov/crs must agree in 
principle to that proposal vjithout cny clear idea of the Soviet Government's views on 
the nijmbers of missiles to be retained in stage II <» Mr, Tsarapkin again avoided the 
crucial question of v;hat control mea.sures the Soviet Goverpjnent envisaged to ensure 
that under its proposal no launching pads and no missiles^ whether intercontinental 
or other types ^ would be retained illegally « Once again our Soviet colleague totally 
ignored the apparent contradiction^ to vj-hich the United Kingdom delegation and I 
myself have repeatedly referred^ (El"JDC/PV«117j, p. 15) involved in the inclusion of 
anti-missile missiles in that proposal^ and he has still not answered the question 
raised by Sir Michael Wright at our meeting of 10 December I962 (S1}JDC/PV,90^ p. 45) on 
the reasons \fay the Soviet Govemm.ent has apparently set aside retained missiles 
mounted on seaborne platforms^ vrhich^ as vxe have poLnted out on at least tv70 occasions, 
have substantial advantages for both sides from the point of view of invulnerability. 
Those are just some of the questions to -Aniich we await replies fromi the Soviet 
delegation. 

So m.uch^thon, for our Soviet colleague ^s claim at our last meeting that: 
'^In order to hasten the achievem.ent of agreement on the Soviet 

proposal, we have given the Western Powers answers to the questions in 

■v^*lich they are interested J' ( ElMDC/PVa20, d.43 ) 

VJhat can v/e do in the face of that attitude on the part of our Soviet colleague? 
It may conceivably be, as I suggested on an earlier occasion (Ei\iDC/PV,117^ Pol4)^ 
that tiro Tsarapkin hir.self is no longer interested in discussing I^Ir. Gromyko's 
proposa,l» In that event we would perhaps do better to stop discussing items 5(b) 
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and 5(c) of the agreed agenda — to vAiich^ indeed^ we only returned in order to allow 
our Soviet colleague to expound and explain the Gromyko plan ™ and to resume 
discussion of item 5(d) <, 

At this point I ought to make it clear tha,t so far as the United Kingdom is 
concerned we are interested in trying to explore the Gromyko plan^, and that is the 
reason for the series of questions which we have asked many times — answers to which^ 
as I have just said;, our Soviet colleague has resolutely refused to give« It may be 
that Mr* Tsarapkin is now^ at last^ ready to ansv/er some or all of our questions o If 
so^ and in order to set the scene for such answers^ perjhaps I might take a few 
minutes this morning to indicate vjhat elucidation the United Kingdom delegation^, for 
one^ considers it may be justifiable to give to the general theory — or, if one 
prefers the phrase^ the strategic concept — underlying Mr^ Gromyko^ s proposal. I 
say "considers it may be justifiable to give" because^ to be quite frank, 
Mro Tsarapkin has not helped us over much about that, and if the proposed elucidation 
is at fault then I fear he has ma^inly himself to blame. However, I ahall.be glad to 
correct my foUovrijig remarks in the light of any new explanations ^ich may now be 
vouchsafed to us« 

It vriLll be recalled that at the General Assembly of the United Nations last 
September Mr« Gromyko merely said tha.t the Soviet proposal would mean that 
"o^e for a definite period the m.eans of defence would remain in case 
someone, as certain VJestern representatives fear, ventures to violate the 
treaty and c:)nceal missiles or combat aircraft o" ( /yPVoll27. (provisional) p. 38-40 ) 
Mr* Zorin said much the same thing in the First Committee of the General Assembly 
last November, and I have noted a certain number of observations \h±oh he made on that 
occasion^ He said first that the Soviet proposal 

".o* means that for a certain tijne. namely during the carrying~out of the 

t 

second stage of disajnament, certain defensive weapons vpuld be retained 

in case anyone should be bold enough to violate the agreement and secretly 

keep missiles or war planes on its soil/' ( A/Gc1/PVc12673 vv^12 and 13-15 ) 

Mr* Zorin added that the retention of an agreed. and strictly limited niomber of 

nuclear weapon delivery vehicles would exclude the possibility 

"^«o of these rockets being used to unleash a world rocket and nuclear v/ar*" 

(ibid«^^_£»3j^) 
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Mr* Zorin then want on to say that in that connexion the Soviet Government- started 

from the premise 

''ao» that if a State were to hide a fev/ rockets or bombers •,• this does 

not mean that such a State vfould be able to launch a rxi clear war^ let 

alone >jin ito'^ (ib id, ) 

Finally^ Mr* Zorin oxpladned that 

"ooo to keep a strictly limited number of means of delivery of nuclear v/eapons 

vjould m.ake it difficult zo use these v/eapons for aggression^' ( ibid, ) 

So much for Ifro Zorino 

Subsequently Mr<, Tsarapkin told us^ at the meetjjig on 10 December: 

'^It is obvious that;> in such a situation'' — Mr, Tsarapkin v/as referring 
to the situation obtaining in the Soviet stage II — *'no State would be 
in a position to count on being able v/ith success and iiApunity to use 
concealed m.eans of delivery for its military and political purposes," 

( Erroc/PVo90. Po23 ) 

That being so^ continued Mr, Tsarapkin^ 

"o«o "why engage in such a dangerous venture and place oneself in the position 

of a violator of the Treaty^ v/ith all the very darlgerous and serious consequences 

that would ensue?" ( ibid, ) 

I should liko^ in passing^ to ask the Committee to note that last remark — "with all 

the very dangerous and serious consequences that v^uld ensue" • 

Then again _, on 14 December 1962^ the representative of Poland at that time, 

Mr, Lachs^ told us that the Soviet proposal would 

"constitute no incentive for excessive use, but will ensure that any 

use is for punishment only" " ( Eimc/PV>92. P. 21) 

Mr, Tsarapkin elaborated that remark to som.e extent on 20 March I963 "when he s^d 

that the proposed retention of certain missiles 

."would be a deterrent which v/ould invalidate any attempt to retain 
missile.s Pf aggression secretly in violation of the treaty* ijiy State 
which m-ight venture to embark upon aggression vjould realize perfectly 
well that sure retribution would follow," ( E?IDC/PV,111, p. 33 ) 
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I should like to draw the Compj.ttee^s attention to the fact that Mr^ Lachs and 
Mro Tsarapkin spoke of ''punishment^' ?jrid "retribution" and that tir. Tsarapkin 
emphasized that any State which violated the treaty ^^JOuld be sure of punishment o 
At that same meeting on 20 March Mro Tsarapkin went on to says 
"The retention by the United States and the Soviet Union of intercontinental 
missiles^ #iich would deter a,ny aggressor who might contemplate violating 
the treaty^ as well as the retention of anti-missile missiles and anti- 
aircraft missiles capable of protecting the security of States in the 
event of such a violation^ v.tDuld make any concealment of armaments 
pointless*" (ibid., p^34) 

At the next meeting of this Committee^ on 22 Iferch^ our Polish colleague^ 
Mr, Blusztajn told nst 

'^o, the theory that a limited namber of nuclear weapons can perfectly 
well act as an effective deterrent is advocated by many Europeans and 
United States specialists <» . « ^ 

"Hence the application of the nexf Soviet, proposal should satisfy 
the advocates of the mutual deterrence theory J' ( ENDG/PV o 112^_g^27 ) 
Lastly^ at the meeting on 2? March^ our Soviet colleague suggested that the main 
criteria when determining the quantities of missiles to .be retained should be as 
follows? 

"«•. the quantity should be minmal so that;, while being an additional 
guarantee against aggression^ it could nDt at the same time serve the 
purposes of -war or make possible the implementation of aggressive 
designs e The quantity of missiles to be retained should correspond to the 
needs of such a guarantee against a breach of the peace by one .side 
or the other^ or against the violation of commitments under the treaty on 
general and complete disarmaments" (ENDC/Fv^.114, Pe39) 

I am afraid the Committee may feel that I have been quoting at rather undue 
lengthy but I make no real apology for doing so^ for it seems to me essential that 
we should know as clearly as possible v/hat is the theoretical basis of Mr. Gromyko's 
proposal, and, in the absence of rjiswers to questions, we cexi only try to establish 
that oy quoting and referring to the statements made by the Soviet bloc representatives 
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themselves a VJhat do those statements amount to? I suggest that thev show clearly 
that the Soviet Government^ at any rat-j up till our meeting of vJednesday last^ was 
proposing, as Mro Godber pointed out (SMDG/PVo120, p*15) on that occasion, that 
tx^-thirds of the disarmament process should take place und:3r th.o protection of cur 
respective nuclear umbrellas and that for one--third of the process — that is to say^ 
stage II — the security of E^st and VJest should bo prot.ictjd by something approaching 
the concept of a manimum nuclear deterrent on both sides ^ 

If that is so, th.en so far, relativel3'^ speaking, so good* But now I com-e to the 
place where I find difficulties o .xt our last meeting, as Vvdll be recalled, our 
Soviet colleague m.ade some rem.arks on the subject, and I for one found them, very 
puzzling. Mr» Tsarapkin said that the Western representatives were trying to ascribe 
to the Soviet Union "somio far-fetched concept of mdnimum deterrence" , (ibid* ^ p»39;* 
He -went on to say^ 

".o. if -we consider carefully the ideas which he expressed" — I assume that here 
I^Ir^, Tsarapkin ^^ras referring to statements made hy General Burns and Mr* Godber 
at the m.eetings on 3 and 10 April — "wo see that concealed behind the 
verbal husk of statem.ents about the neutralization of 'concealed' means 
of delivery is an obvious attemipt to justify the miaintenajice of the 
present situation, x^?here the annaments race is being const ant Ijr 
intensified J' (ibidQ 

I must say quite openly that those remarks by our Soviet colleague are to me 
confusing or misleading, or perhaps both* l*iat is it that we have to look at here? 
On the one hand, our Soviet colleague appears to be telling us that his Government 
proposes that during th.e greatvr^r part of disarm.ament the peace of the v^orld should 
be maintained by precj.sely the seine method as it is at present, namely, by the balance 
of nuclear deterrent power« The a;aotation \4\±oh Vir. Tsarapkin read to us from the 
statement m.ade by Marshal Kalinovsky on 22 February last (ibid*:, P»37) shox>fed only 
too clearly that the Marshal, at o.ny rate, believes in the validity of the deterrent 
capability ' Df nuclear we^.pons as a method of maintaining peace* 

We in the United Kingdom understood from the remarks of the Soviet bloc 
representatives vjhich I have already quoted that the Soviet Government was proposing 
that this m.ethod of maintaining i^jorld peace should continue to exist in stage II 



ENDC/PVa21 
13 

( Sir Paul Ifeson, United Kin.g:dom ) 
under Mr, Grociyko's proposal. On the other hand, Mr. Tsarapkin now appears to bo 
embarrassed by the contradiction between this new approach on the part of his 
Government and the line »~ I fear I must call it "the propaganda line" — which he 
and his predecessors have so often produced in this CoEsiittee; namely, the Soviet 
Government Is desire to rid the ;vorld of the threat posed by nuclear delivery vehicles 
and nuclear weapons at the very outset of disarmaraent. So what docs our Soviet 
colleague do? Not unnaturally, he tries to havs his cake and eat it. Instead of 
frankly admitting that his Government now advocates the concept of minimum nuclear 
•deterrence, or something very close to it, ho tries to imply that that is a 
fictitious concept invented by the ¥est and that -the Soviet Govarment is proposing 
something different. 

It is essential, of course, that vrc should know what the Soviet Government is 
proposing, and whether it is, in fact,, -different f rom Wnat we have been led to 
believe by t-Ir, Tsarapkin end his Eastern colleagues. As Mr. Tsarapkin has now 
introduced v^at I can only call this element of confusion into our discussions, I 
fool bound to ask him to clarify his Government's approach to this matter and to 
explain to us the general theory underlying. Mr, Gromyko's proposal. He could do 
that, I think, by answering the following three questions, which I have so frarriod 
that it is possible to reply quite simply to each of thorn "yes" or "no". 

First, is Mr, Gromyko's proposal based on the concept of mutual minimum nuclear 
deterrence, or something like it? Second, if it is, does that mean that during 
stage II of the Soviet disarmament plan the threat — I repeat, the threat ~ posed 
by nuclear weapons will still exist? , Third, if so, does that mean that the Soviet 
Government envisages that during that period,, namely the Soviet stage II, the peace 
of the world will be maintained by minimum nuclear deterrents on both sides which, 
because they pose the manifest threat of nuclear retaliation, will ensure that nuclear 
war will never, ±a fact, break out? I look forvrard to hearjjig our Sovie.t...colleague's 
considered replies to those three questions. 

Mr. BURNS (Canada): At our meeting of 10 April the representative of the 
Soviet Union (END.G/py.l20, p.35 et seq-, ) made some comraents on a previous statement 
(ENDC/PV0II7, pp. 5 et_se2_.) of the Canadian delegation v^ich, it seems to us, should 
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be answered v/ith a view to clarifying the problen we are discussing^, nomoly^ the 
reduction and eventual elimination of nuclear weapon vehicles^ and^ in relation 
thereto^ what we have cone to call the Gronyko proposal (a/PVc1127^ (provisional)^ 
pp. 38-40)0 

At that meeting Mro TsaraplcLn gave us the official version of Marshal Malinovsky^s 
speech of 22 February (ENDC/PVol20, po37). I had quoted the speech (MDC/PV.117,P*9) 
as it ivas reported in the Journal de Geneve^ and it now appears that that version 
was incomplete since it did not make it clear that Marshal Malinovsky had said that 
the Soviet Union could strike with a nimber "several times greater" (ENDC/PV^120^ p*37) 
than the 340 missiles mentioned by Mre McNamara in his testimony before the United 
States Congress o Mto Tsarapkin repeated the relevant passage from the Marshal ^s 
speech^ and explained* 

"It follows quite clearly from this text e*.^ that NATO has neither 
qualitative nor quantitative superiority in Intercontinental ballistic 

missiles J' (i^^) 

Presumably all this could mean that the Soviet Union has two or three times the 
number of such missiles possessed by the United States — that is<, the equivalent of 
intercontinental ballistic missiles or Polaris missiles ~ and might therefore have 
680 or 1^020 such weapons^ Mto Tsarapkin intimated that^ possessing this superiority, 
it is very generous of the Soviet Union to offer to reduce to a strictly limited 
number of intercontinental ballistic missiles^, as proposed by Mr^ Gromyko, In 
passing;, 1 would point out that if the Soviet representative will re-road the 
Canadian delegation's statement of 3 April he will see that when we referred 
(EMDC/PV0II7, p«7) to unequal percentage reductions of nuclear weapons vehicles we 
did not claim that one side or the other was superior* ¥e said that the Soviet Union 
approach implied inequality — either the United States had more than the Sovi^^t 
Union or vice versa<» 

Later, at our meeting on 10 April, Mr« Tsarapkin had this to say? 
"We said to the Western Powers: ^Explain your views regarding the 
numbers of missiles to be retained^, We shall study them and then 
we shall be able to begin real negotiations . ^ ^^ (fflDC/PVol20, .p^39) 
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Vfliat I have to say now is rather speculative on the question of how a discussion 
on this point might bo carried forwardo The Canadian delegation hopes^ of course^ 
that one way or another the great nuclear Powers will indeed begin negotiations — 
real negotiations — on this pointy and there is every opportunity to explore the 
positions and views of the nuclear Powers represented here^ 

Suppose the Western Powers should suggest a number^ as Mr^ Tsarapkin proposes o 
Suppose they suggested 22S^ which is 70 per cent of 340| or 114^ which is 35 per cent 
of 340« We should like io know what the Soviet Union would propose as the way in 
which the two sides should reduce their intercontinental ballistic Mssiles or 
equiv?J.ent vehicles to that number <, Assuming that the Soviet Union had 6S0 sueh 
vehicles^ that would leave 452. to be reduced in the twenty-four months -which it 
stipulates for its first stage plan^ #iich vx)uld work out to a. destruction of 
nineteen Soviet Union vehicles per months while the \Jnited States was destroying four 
or five per month* 

However^ here is where one of the difficulties over control comes ino We have 
seen that the Soviet Union adnaits that it has ^'a few times more missiles of this 
category than the United States o" "A few times" xiore might mean three titnes instead 
of twice^ that is^ 1^020 instead of 680, How is the West to be assured that another 
340 intercontinental ballistic missiles or thejr equivalent do not remain somewhere 
in the vastness of Soviet Union territory? And that is the answor to Mr^ Tsarapkin^ s 
objection that: 

" • • vrfien it comes to the Soviet proposals on the retention by the 

Soviet Union ana the United States of a lijnited number of missiles^ 

the Western representatives raise the question of inspection of the 

whole territory of the countries e'^ (ibide>y p^42) 

I said that was the answer to Mr^ Tsarapkin* s objectiono I should say it is part 
of the answer^ and the other part of the answer is of course that the Gromyko proposal 
is not something which stands by itself but something put forward in connexion with 
the existing Soviet proposals — which indeed it modifies slightly «-» that all nuclear 
weapon vehicle s^, including intermediate range ballistic missiles and nuclear bombing 
aircraft^ should be eliminated in the first stage^ As the Canadian and other Western 
delegations have explained nixmerous titnes^ it is the Soviet Union proposal for total 
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abolition of nuclear weapon vehicles in the first stage which creates the necessity 
for complete verification^ meaning right of access by international disarmament 
organization inspectors to all parts of the territories of the countries concerned* 
On the other hand;, the United States disarmament proposals^ "v^iich do not stipulate 
100 per cent reduction of nuclear weapon vehicles in the first stage^ would only 
•require limited measures of verification^ as I explained in my statement at our 
meeting on 3 April (ENDC/W.117, p.ll)o 

VJhile the Canadian delegation believes that there may be in the Grorayko proposal 
a valuable element to be incorporated in the eventual disarmament treaty^ we have not 
yet heard anything which v/ill change our view that the proposal for overall percentage 
reductions in the United States basic outline of disaimament treaty provisions 
(ENDC/30) is a more practicable and fairer approach to the problem^ and is more in 
accordance with the agreed principles (MDC/5) calling for balance and verification 
at all stages of the disarmament process^ As the Soviet Union^ according to 
Mto Tsarapkin^s sta,tement^ possesses this considerable superiority in nuclear power^ 
a percentage reduction would preserve to it during the disarmament process ,the 
security which its power of retaliation assures it now^ 

To these arguments the representative of the Soviet Union may repeat i^at he 
said on 10 Aprils 

"oeo we reject such a militaristic approach which is utterly contrary 
to the cause of peace and to the cause of disarmament • Wo insist upon 
and demiand negotiations on real disarmament measures*" ( EriDC/FV*1204 PP^37-'38 ) 
In connexi.on with that, the Canadian delegation would observe that using the 
pejorative adjective "militaristic" to describe the attitude of any delegation does 
not eldjninate the fact that^ as armamont is a military matter, disarmamient raises 
military consider at ii^ns for all those Powers undertaking it* It is impossible to 
observe the agreed principle of balance without considering the military implications 
of disarmament measures* Western delegations have frequently pointed out that the 
Soviet proposals for the first stage, such as the reduction of all military bases on 
allied territory^ are designed to strengthen the military power of the Soviet Union 
and its allies relative to that of NATO^ 

Mre Tsarapkin also referred (ibid^, p«35) to my statement at the meeting on 
3 April thats 
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"^«« \-je dsj not bolievc that this world can ever completely rid itself 

of that danger" — that is^ the danger of nuclear weapons and warfare ~ 

"as long as a knowledge of how to make nuclear weapons exists^" 

(MDC/FV..117s pgO) 
I\nd he went on to say that it meant that the Western Powers considered nuclear 
disaraiament to be impossible and rejected it« 

Speaking for the Canadian delegation^ I deny that arraignment o I adhere to 
what I said original.ly^ since I believe it to be objectively true and to be supported 
by the opinion of most scientists who have thought about the subject* However^ what, 
we are here to do is to reduce that dc^nger to its lowest possible terms ;, to an 
absolute minmum^ and that as quickly as possible « Perhaps my m.eaning might be made 
clearer by an analogyo The disease of typhoid in past centuries has killed thousands 
end hundreds of thousands of people o Humanity wants to be free from the danger of 
it^ as from the danger of other mortal diseases* Medical science has managed through 
Improved sanitation^ inoculation and other measures to reduce the danger from the 
disease to a very low minimum^ yet the danger still exists as has been brought to our 
attention very tragically in recent months « 

Miat we are here to do is to find the practical means for reducing the danger from 
nuclear war to a minimumin the shortest possible time. Those practical means must 
be in accordance ^^^ith the agreed principles (EK[D'C/5) of September I96I0 

1 should like also to make a few remarks on what Mr» Tsarapkin said about "the 
appeals and demands of the peoples of the wrld for the elimination of the threat 
of a nuclear war"^ (SNDC/PVol20^ p,29) ¥e gather he was asserting that the Soviet 
Union was responding to those appeals while the Western countries were note The 
Canadian delegation rejects that allegation. The NATO nations have democratic 
institutions which ensure that all appeals and demands of our people are heeded^ 
including the desire to be free of the danger of nuclear waro We have representatives 
here of all continents of the world and their peoples who have repeatedly voiced 
c.-^peals for the elimination of the nuclear threat^ and the Soviet Union has no 
monopoly of virtue in this matter^ The fact is all of us here are seeking a way to 
eliminate the nuclear threat^ and the disagreement is as to how it can be done« 
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Let me illustrate this id.th another analogyo People suffering from or 
tlireatened With diseases such as cancer or tuberculosis have a strong emotion^ the 
fear of suffering and death, and that is stronger than the general fear of nuclear 
war. We know^ unfortunately^ that for a,ges charlatans have exploited that fear by- 
pretending to have a cure for the disease, some patent medicine, some nostrum^ And 
•vrfiat is it that distinguishes the charlatan from the honest physician? It is his claim 
of infallibility and quick cure, together with a refusal to divulge the ingredients 
of his mixture or how it v;orkSo The honest physician, on the other hand, bases 
hifiiself on the knovjn facts of medical science, makes no unfulfillable promises of 
early cure, and* explains to his colleagues aad all the world all about his methods 
of treatments And I may say that in this important sphere of activity, also, 
control and verification are an essential part of the procedures ^ 

In general, we do not object to the Soviet Union representative reminding us of 
the desire of all peoples to .end the threat of nuclear war, but we do object to 
hearing such exhortations from him when we ask for clear and sufficient details of 
Soviet Union- disarmament proposals, especially with regard to nuclear weapon vehicles^ 
If the Soviet Union delegation wants to develop agreement on the Gromyko proposal,- 
which seems to the Canadian delegation to open rather a hopeful possibility for 
negotiation, then it has a duty to explain how that proposal fits in with the rest 
of disarmament, how it accords with the agreed principle of balance, and how 
compliance with the m:easures it suggests can be verified. 

Failing such explanations we can only believe that the Government of the Soviet 
Union has not worked out how the proposal is to be implonented in the detail 
necessary to determine whether it. is practical or not. We hope that we shall be 
receiving, and soon, the explanations and additional details from the representative 
of the Soviet Union which VJestem representatives have frequently asked for. Failing 
that, the Soviet Union delegation will .n:>t convince us that the Gromyko proposal is 
a complete and well thought out step towards agreement on general aiid complete 
disarmament and not merely a political gambit « 

Mr, STELLE (United States of /jnerica) : My delegation is grateful to you^ 
Mr^ Chairman, -for calling to our attention in your capacity as representative of Brazil, 
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the encyclical of His Holiness Pope John XXIII published last week* My delegation 
ajid my Government welcomed that document^ and I should like to read to the Committee 
thu statement of the United States Government: 

'^The United States Government warmly welcomes the stirring message 
by His Holiness Pope John XXlII to all men of good will* Pacem in T erris 
is an historic encyclical^ v/orldi'/ide in its import and strongly in 
keeping with the spirit of the ecimenical conferencee No country could 
be more responsive than the United States to its profound appeal to^ and 
reassertion of^ the dignity of the individual and man^s right to peace ^ 
liberty and the pursuit of happiness « 

"Pope John^s call for disarmament -with security for all^ for a 
strengthened world order through a strengthened United Nations^ for 
extension of human rights 5 religious freedom and economic op-x)rtunity 
to all men^ expresses the desire of mankind the v/orld over^ These should 
be the aspirations of all Governments to make possible the attainment 
of the encyclical^ s central goal: peace based on justice^ on truth and 
on respect for the rights of nations and individuals J' 
My delegation joins with you^ Mto Chairman^ in hoping that that will inspire our work 
heroo 

Unfortunately^ the statements on various aspects of general ,^nd complete 
disamament which we heard at our last meeting (ENDG/PV,120) from the representatives 
of Romania^ Bulgaria ?Jid the Soviet Union have left us with the impression that the 
Eastern delegations on this Committee are not as yet dravriLng any closer to the West 
in their overall approaches on fundamental disarmament issues* 

The root of the trouble is fourfolde First^ the Eastern delegations tell us 
that we must overload the first stage of the disarmament treaty with measures related 
to the elimination^ or near elimination, of nuclear delivery vehicles that would^ 
at the very outset of the disarmc?^ent process, require radical readjustment both of 
the world strategic balance and of the composition of national forces* Second^ they 
refuse to describe to the Western delegations how their scheme could be carried out 
in one stage in an equitable way x/nich VvOuld ensure that each side reduced its 
armajnent- .ja step vdth the other side^ end which would provide measures of control 
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adequate in scope to match the breadth of the Soviet scheme^ Third^ although the 
Soviet programme would drastically alter the. existing basis for the world baJLance 
in stage I^ it -t^uld not provide . for the substitution of improved peace-^keeping 
measures until stage III^ if even then« Fouii^h, the Soviet stage I plan ^ in addition 
to its proposals on nuclear delivery vehicle s^, would^ by its prohibition of so-called 
foreign military bases^ force the fragmentation and scattering of the remaining 
Western forces while leaving the Soviet military" machine unified^ centralized and 
dominant in Europe, 

In the course cf defending the Soviet plan (EM)C/2/ReVol) the Soviet 
representative has taken some liberties in interpreting the agreed disarmament principle 
For example^ he tried to create a new definition of Wnat the stages of a disarmament 
treaty are to rnean^, .He said that they must differ from one ajiother in the measures 
that they contain and in the purposes at i^diich they aim. He claimed that the idea of 
stages was adopted so that "objects differing in their nature and importance" 
(5M)C/PVol20^ p»33) could be accomplished in the course of the disarmament process. 
In his view^ that appeared to rule out the percentage reduction approach advocated 
by the V7est, 

I do not know how the Soviet representative ever came to that interpretation of 
the agreed disarmament principles. The fourth agreed -principle merely states thats 
"The disarmament programme should be implemented in an agreed 

sequence, by stages until it is completed, with each measure and stage 

carried out within specified time-limits," ( SNDC/5^ Pi>2 ) 
There; :is no requirement there that each sta,ge concentrate on different types of 
measures, and indeed in the Soviet plan itself the Western percentage approach is 
accepted when it comes to conventional armaments. 

We should point out, of course, that the United States plan (ENDC/30) gives 
adequate justification for proceeding by stages. The end of each stage would be a 
moment for stocktaking, for seeing that pledges had been fulfilled correctly, and 
for ensuring that all was ready to proceed further. 

Stage I would be a time for getting started, for initiating the disarmament 
process in virgin territory. The international disarmament organization would have 
to be established and brought into efficient operation, A number of measures would 
have to be implemented to ensure a general halt to the arms race, as a preliminary 
to the start of the actual stage I reductions^ 
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Stage 11^ under the United States prograjpjr.e^ vjould have a different emphasiso 
There would be the termination of all arms production, even for replacement units. 
Nuclear weapons would be brought under direct limitations instead of being reduced 
indirectly through a focus on fissionable materials^ as in stage I« More significant 
measures to improve peacekeeping capabilities would be initiated^ and all militarily 
significant States would be obliged to adhere to the disannajnent treaty^ 

Finally^ stage III iNTOuld bring the disannament process to a conclusion^ v/ith all 
of the different tasks that such an event would entail* Inspection arrangements would 
have to become all-embracingo /in intern -^tional peace force — an adequate international 
peace force ~ viould have to be available o The difference between the end results of 
this final stage ^nd the results of the preceding stages would under our proposals be 
vory marked indeed^ However^ there is no basis for the Soviet representative's idea 
that each stage must be different in the type of disarmament measures for \^ilich it 
provides* 

We are similarly unable to comprehend the arguments which both Mr« Tsarapkin and 
Mto Ta^rabanov raised against what we read to be the clear meaning of the fifth 
principle^ -vdiich dolcares thats 

''/ill measures of general and complete disarmament should be balanced 
so that at no stage of the iaiplemontation of the treaty could any 
State or group of States gain military advantage and that security 
is ensured equally for all." ( EIv[DC/5, p. 2 ) 

In this connexion v/e have talked about devising measures of disarmament which 
would preserve during the disarmament process v^vatever general strategic balance now 
exists between East and West until we approach the end of the third stage ^ v;hen 
military and strategic concepts id.ll of course lose their meanings Eastern 
delegations complain^ hoi^revur^ that that would make the disarmament process synonymous 
with the present ajrm.aments race^ or at least ivith the balaJice ^f deterrence that now 
existse The representative of Bulgaria^ for instance^ said on Wednesday last: 
"Paragraph 5 of the joint statement of agreed principles emphasizes 
that the aim should be_j not a balance of military pov^er — I repeat^ not 
a balance of military power — hence of t error ;, but balanced disarmament 
measures so that security is ensured equally for all«" ( EI\iDC/PV>120., Po24 ) 
..Mre Tsarapkin expressed si]:iilar thou.^hts<, 
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We believe^ however^ that any such view of the fifth principle ignores the fact 
that it was devised specifically as a yuatement of what vias to happen in the yea^s 
during which the disarmament process goes ono It is not directed to the goals of 
disarmament or to the situation vdiich will prevail after stage III has been completed* 
It is a principle giving interim guidance «. 

It instinicts us so to work out our disarmament measures that no State or group 
of States gains military advantage from the implementation of these measures. The 
key words here are "military advantage"^ and they can be understood only in the 
context of what the military situation was .before disarmament got under way. The aim 
of this principle is to keep any State or group of States from, obtaining military 
benefits from disarmament during stages I^ II or III^ but before the end of stage III^ 

That is why the Western delegations have stressed that disarmament measures 
cannot be divorced from an appraisal of where the East and West stand militarily in 
relation to each other at the present time or^ rather^^ at the time when a disarmajnent 
treaty is to be signed. Proposals such as those of the Soviet Union xvhich would 
affect the East and West in varying degree^ because of the differing geographic and 
strategic positions of the two camps and because of the differences between their 
existing military machines^ raise all sorts of questions of military advantage for 
one side and increased insecurity for the other. Proposals such as those of the United 
States^ which do not significantly tamper with the existing strategic balance but 
merely reduce armaments quantitatively towards zero during three stages^ avoid these 
pitfalls e That is why we said of Mr* Tarabahov on 3 Aprils with regard to the 
Western disarmament plan* 

"If he knows of any siicn problem involving some military advantage 

for the West over the East or^ for that matter^ for the East over 

the West^ let him come forward v;ith specific facts rather than, with 

generalized allegations j; ( EWDC/PVgi?. p.23 ) 
We are still waiting to hear specific facts from, the Eastern delegationSo 

I should now like to take up \^e.t has* been discussed already by both my United 
Kingdom and Canadian colleagues this morning^ that is^, Mr. Gronyko's proposal 
(A/PV/1127 (provisional) po3S) of last September regarding nuclear delivery vehicles^ 
At our meeting on 10 April the Soviet repre.sentative asserted! 
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^^VJe have explained in detail our approach to the question of the number 

of missiles to be retained by the United States and by the Soviet tFnionJ' 

( ENDC/PV0I2O, V.38) 
At the same time^ however _, the Soviet representative suggested that there was no point 
in discussing any specific quantities v;hen there was no general agreements He 
contradicted himself further T^jhen he suggested that the Western delegations express 
their \n-ews on -the quantities of missiles to be retained* I submit that this kind of 
zig-zag tactic on the part of the Soviet delegation seems to add up to a Soviet 
refusal to negotiate the main issues^ something which the Soviet delegation has been 
claiming it ivas in favour of doing* 

My delegation^ as v/ell as many othor delegations around this table^ has 
repeatedly requested the Soviet delegation to clarify and elaborate the various aspects 
of its proposal f -:)r the retention of certain quantities of specified delivery vehicles 
until the end of stage II « (ElTOG/2/Rev*l^ /xrto 5). We have done so in an -effort to 
obtain the information which would enable us to assess properly the change in the 
Soviet position regarding nuclear delivery vehicles^ a change which we had hoped 
could move, us forward tovmrds resolving this most difficult problem on a m.utually 
acceptable basis o 

It is up to the Soviet delegation to fill in the many blanks which exist in the 
Soviet proposnlo In fact the Soviet representative seemed to share that view v^hen he 
objected (nWDG/PVol20^ P«39) to the interpretation made by the representative of 
Canada that the Soviet proposal was based on the concept of mdnimal deterrence 
(ENDC/P?ai7^ pp. 7-8) • Thus we believe it is high time for the Soviet delegation to 
com.e forx^rard xd.th its own explanation and elaboration of its proposal and to stop 
talking in terms of conflicting generalities which only tend to confuse the issue. 

On the other hand^ perhaps the Soviet delegation believes that its general 
presentations >ri.th respect to its proposal have been sufficient for the purpose of 
general discussion in the plenary m^eetings and that more detailed deliberations might 
take place between the two • co--Chairmen, For its part^ my delegation would not object 
to our deliberations here m.oving to the next item of our agreed agenda (FJ\IDC/l/Add.3) 
at some point in the very near future^ while the tv/o co~Ghairmen attem.pted to bridge 
the gap which exists betvxeen the tx^ro sides on the question of reduction of armaments « 
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There is one matter^ however^ v^ich my delegation -would like to touch upon in 
some detail nowo It is the question of irerification^ and in particular the Soviet 
Union^s position on it in^ connexion with its proposal for the retention of an agreed^ - 
strictly limited number of certain nuclear weapon delivery vehicles until the end of 
stage 11^ 

My delegation has already had the opportuniity of welcoming (ENDC/PVollV;, Po25) 
the statement made by the Soviet representative on 2? March that 

"The Soviet Union is willing to agree to the establishment of 

control over the remaining missiles directly at the launching pads." 

( MDC/PV3II 4, P. 40) 
In expressing our welcome to that statement we believed that the Soviet Union had at 
long last recognized;, albeit as yet to a very limited extent^ the need for providing 
assurances that the agreed levels of armaments to. be retaiaed would not be exceeded* 
At the same time v/e stated (MDC/PVcll?^ P^26) that T^re did not believe that the 
verification measure proposed by the Soviet UniJn would alone be adequate to provide 
such assurance^ Indeed '.the Soviet Union has disregarded the most important aspect 
of verification of agreed levels^ namely^ that there should bo assurance that no 
armam.ents would be retained or produced clandestinely over and above the declared 
armaments subject to verification under the Soviet proposals In spite of that major 
inadequacy of the Soviet position we had hoped thcit acceptance by the Soviet Union of 
at least the principle that agreed levels must be subject to verification was an 
indication of a positive evolution of Soviet thinking on that problem<» 

It i^as in that spirit that my delegation had also hoped that the Soviet Union 
would in due course extend the principle of verifying agreed levels not to just one 
particula^r measure but to all measures which might be agreed upon and which would 
involve the maintenance of certain levels of armaments or armed forces at the 
various stages of the disarmament process c I must say^ however^ that at our last 
meeting the Soviet representative threw some cold water on our hopes when he stated^ 
in effect^ that the Soviet position on verification of agreed levels remained unchangedc 
For instance, he accused the Western representatives of twisting the issue and of 
raising the question of verifying general and complete disarmament instead of the 
que.stion. of. v-erification of the implementation of the retention of an agreed^ strictly 
limited number of missiles (MDC/PVo 120 _, p. 40). 



ENDC/PVa21 
25 



( lyiTo St elle, United States) 



One particular point that the Soviet representative described as detail^ in his 
familiar assertim that the Western Powers were dealing only in details^ was the 
problem of providing assurance that no clandestine missiles would be retained or 
produced* He felt that the statement by the United States representative on 3 April 
(ENDC/PVoll?^ Po26) to the effect that the Soviet proposal for the retention of a 
strictly limited number of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles would require such 
assurance^ meant that the United States wished to establish control ovet the entire 
territory of a country at the very first stage of disarmajnento He said 'also that^ 
while suggesting the idea of progressive zonal verification in relation to their own 
proposals^ the , western Powers raised the issue of verifying the entire territory of 
the Soviet Union in connexion vdth the Soviet proposal for the retention of a limited 
number of missiles, 

I submit that those arguments by the Soviet representative are devoid of logic <, 
The United States view is that verification measures should be related to various 
disarmament measures undertaken at the different, stages of the disa.rm-^tlient process a 
Having in mind^, among other thingS;^ the difficulty of establishing extensive, 
verification aj^rangements in the early stages of disarmament — - a difficulty of 
which the Soviet Union seems to be particularly conscious — thc^ Western Powers have 
repeatedly stated that we should design a disarmament programme which ^ by avoiding 
unrealistically radical disarmament measures in the. first stage of disarmament^ would 
avoid the concomitant probl^iau of installing extensive verification arrangements in 
that sta,ge« 

The Soviet Union^ however ;, has insisted on#its proposal for the virtual- 
elimination in the very first stage of nuclear delivery vehicles^ that is of the very 
armaments which the Polish representative^ on 22 March (ENDC/PV<, 112^ p«»27) cal3-ed 
"the most mportant element" of the East-West strategic balance , Yet the Soviet 
delegation now complains that the verification arrangcanents >jhich the West regards 
as necessary in connexion mth that radical proposal are excessive <, Clearly the 
Soviet Union cannot have it both wayso Either it should accept the orderly approach 
of progressive aCross-the-board reduction of armaments., and thereby ease the problem 
of verification in the initial stages, or, if it wishes to press for its own very 
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far-reaching proposals on the reduction .of some arinanients in stage I^ it must also 
accept the very far-reaching arrangements required to verify the implementation of 
such measures 9 

/ill members of the Committee are well aware that the problem of verifying agreed 
levels has been one of the major sti:inbling blocks throughout all the disarmament 
negotiations for several years » It was. also a major point. on which the United States 
and the Soviet Union disagreed in developing their joint statement of agreed principles 
in I96I0 (a/4879 - SNDC/5)« Now that the Soviet Union has apparently accepted at least 
the principle^ though not all of the implications or necessary m.easures^ of such 
verification with respect to one of its proposals^ it ivould seemi to us only logical 
for it to accept the general application of that principle* 

Indeed we fail to see why the Soviet Union should refuse to do so. The main 
argument the Soviet Union has been advancing against verification of agreed levels 
has been that such verification would be tantamount to espionage « But^ if the Soviet 
Uni:)n is now prepared to expose to inspection its most important armaments over a 
period of at least several years ^ why should it be ^ concerned about subjecting to 
verification such less, sensitive armaments as^ for example^j tanks> aircraft^ naval 
vessels and so fcrth^ particularly since such arms^ as distinct from missiles and 
their launching pads^ are highly mobile?- 

As I have already stated^ my delegation does not regard the proposed Soviet 
arrangements for verification of retained levels as adequate for the purpose^ 
although we do hope that adequate measures to implement the principle of verification 
of retained levels can be i^jorked out in the course of. our negotiations* If the 
Soviet Union were to agree that the principle of providing assurance that agreed 
levels are not exceeded should apply to the -whole disarmament process and not only 
to a specific measure^ we are confident that^ given good ^^riU on both sides^ 
satisfactory arr^jigem-onts could* be worked out and agreed upon* For our part^ we have 
already advanced certain suggestions based on an approach which relates the amount . 
of verification both to the amoiintof* disarmament at a given stage and to the risks 
involved^ 

The Soviet delegation has so far failed to respond in any meaningful way to 
those suggestions « Nor has it advanced its own ideas concerning how \^e should cope 
vjith the problemo In spite of the disappointment we experienced as a result of the 
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Soviet representative's statement at our meeting on 10 April {MDQ/?\r ^12'^^ po2B et sego) 
we still nourish the hope that his statement at our meeting on 2? March to -which I 
referred earlier ( supra o. pe24)i is a sign that the Soviet Union has been giving some 
thought to the problem and th^t we may expect from the Soviet delegation further 
views ^icli would show that the Soviet Union is indeed prepared to provide meaningful 
and adequate assurance to the parties to the treaty that rll disarmament obligations^ 
including those relating to the maintenance of agreed levels^ are being fulfilled o 

Mr^ Lj'lLL (India): Mr^ Chairman^ my delegation would like to support the 
moving appeal which you made at the commencement of our meeting today for realistic 
negotiationso We agree with yoii that it is unfortunate that in the past phase of 
our vjork we were unable to record any significant progress and that it was also not 
found possible to put into our repoFb (ENDC/83) to the United Na,tions even the 
agreement of principle_^ which we were glad was reached (MDC/PVell8^ p«52) on direct 
communications between Washington and Moscow* 

Mro Chairman^ we shoiild like to join you in hoping that the tv/o sides will 
intensify their own search for practical forums for negotiations regarding 
disarmaments In this connexion we ourselves have felt that we cauld welcome the 
statement (supra^ Po 23 ) made by the . representative of the United States that^ if his 
colleague of the Soviet Union felt it would bo desirable and practical to pursue 
negotiations for examination of Mro Uromyko^s proposal in meetings or the co-Chairmen^ 
the United States v/ould be glad to do so» liy delegation has always- felt that the 
greatest possible use should be ma.de of all the institutions of our Conference^ and 
particularly the institution of the co-Chairmen* If indeed the two co-Chairmen 
could pursue further negotiations on this crucial;, central issue of the degree of 
retention of nuclear deterrence — or nuclear dissuasion^ or nuclear umbrellas^ or 
whatever they want to call this aspect of disarmament — and if thpy wished to pursue 
it in meetings of the co-Chairmen^ we for our.pcart shoul^d be very glad indeed^ and of 
course we should expect them to report on their negotiations to this Conference, in 
plenary session* 

On 22 March (ENDC/PV.112^ PPo33-34) we took the liberty of suggesting that this 
particular issue — namely^ the degree of retained nuclear weapons and delivery 
systems through the first two stages of the plan^ and pe-rhaps thereafter if 
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agroenent was reached <— was a very crucial one^ and th-^t we should concentrate our 
attention on ito The representative of Canada^ in his statement on the subject at 
the meeting of 3 April referred (SrlDC/PVoll?^ p«.5) to the fact that the delegation of 
India had suggested thr.t the Comr.iittee should concentrate its efforts on it^ Since 
then we have been discussing ito 

VJe thought that the representative of the United Kingdom today tried to raise 
questions which his delegation regarded as important in this contexts We should like 
to say to our colleagues that we mustaJ.1 try to look at the questions that are raised 
by any ^elegationo It Is quite possible that the raprosentative of the Soviet Union 
does not consider that the questions raised by the United Kingdom representative are 
extremely important. Let us concede thato He does not consider them important. On 
the other hand^ the United Kingdom does consider them important. Therefore^ we 
should, hope that^ in a certain spirit of give aiid take^ it would be possible for 
aeleg-tions^ even ■[^fhen they do not themselves regard a particular issue as of great 
significance^ to deal with it if other delegations do regard it as an issue of 
importancOo In that way x^o can clear obstacles from our path* Otherwise^ what seems 
to happen is that a delegation regards certain issues as important^ another delegation 
does not regard them as important^ and therefore no progress is made because the issues 
remain and they obstruct further development. So i-j-e hope that it v/ill be possible for 
the delegc?.ti3ns m;ainly concerned to clarify the issues which have been raised^ either 
in plenary meetings or by using other channels of our Conference such as the 
co-Chairmen^ s meetings « 

We were glad to note too that^ in connexion with the proposal made by Mr* Gromyko^ 
the United States representative seemed to express the hope ( supra > p^ 26) that 
adequate measures of verification of retained levels could be worked out in negotiation. 
That is certainly a crucial issue^ and we vjould certainly welcome it if such measures 
could be worked out in further negotiation « 

The CHAIRMi'iN (Brazil) (translation from French); Before reading out the 
communique^ and if no other representative v/ishes to speak;^ I should like^, as 
representative of Brazil;^ to thank particularly the representatives of the United 
Kingdom^ the United States and India for the support they gave to the few remarks I 
made at the beginning of this meeting. 
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The gonference decided to iss ue the follovTing coimiunique ; 

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Conmiittee on Disarmament 
today held its one hundred and twenty-first plenary meeting in the Palais 
des Nations;, Geneva^ under the chairmaxiship of J^lr^ de lielo Franco^ the 
representative of Brazils 

"Statements were made by the representatives of Brazil^ the United 
Kingdom^ Canada, the United States of America and India * 

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Friday ;, 19 April 
1963^ at 10.30 a^m." 



The mee ting rose a t 12^15 Pom^ 



